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INTRODUCTION 

'The  Army  has  recently  announced  the  approval  of  Army~wlde 
implementation  of  the  ’Managing  the  Civilian  Workforce  to  Budget* 
(MCI))  profr.\»  In  fiscal  year  lfi9l.  It  la  ay  lntant  to  1)  provide 
Army  managers  with  insight  to  iom  difficulties  with  th*  program* 
In  hopes  to  preclude  wasted  effort  during  implementation ,  2) 

discuss  some  mistakes  made  by  the  North  Pacific  Division,  Corps 
of  engineer*  during  the  three  year  test,  and  3}  amphasixe  the 


importance  of  involvement  by  the  Resource  Management  Office 


/ 


SUMMARY  OF  MCB 

Numerous  e todies  over  the  years,  such  as  Towers  Commission,  have 
identified  problems  with  the  civilian  personnel  system.  The  cost 
of  the  civilian  workforce  continues  to  grow  due  to  ineffective 
position  management  and  Improper  classification.  Managers  seldom 
feel  accountable  for  salary  expenditures  and  are  not  motivated  to 
think  In  terms  of  the  mat  of  personnel  actions.  The  system  does 
not  provide  sufficient  flexibilities  to  allow  managers  to  reward 
good  performance  and  penal  lx*  poor  penf ormancc .  And  finally,  the 
compensation  system  does  not  allow  the  government  to  compete  with 


private  Industry  for  .talented  personnel. - 

•  -  -- 

The  Civilian  Personnel  Modern! nation  Project  (CPMP)  has  proposed 


several  changes  to  the  civilian  personnel  systim,  such  as  pay 
banding,  locality  pay,  and  direct  hire  authority;  most  of  which 
requl rn  legl  station.  Thus  far.  Congress  has  refused  to  make 
changes,  fearing  cost  growth  of  the  civilian  workforce.  MCB  1s  a 
first  step  toward  major  overhaul  of  th#  civilian  personnel 
system,  an  attempt  to  prove  to  Congress  that  the  cost  growth  of 
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ill*  civilian  workforce  can  b*  controlled.  Thereby,  netting  t»i« 
stag*  (or  legislation  which  allow*  wore  flexibility  within  the 
civilian  personnel  system, 

MCI  la  baaed  upon  the  concept  of  decontrol  lied  control  and 
elimination  of  artificial  constraints  auch  aa  high-grade  ceiling's 
and  travel  target*.  Monetary  incentives  coupled  with  a  mure 
participative  management  style  may  generate  coat  saving*  and 
productivity  increases.  Motivated  by  a  gain-sharing  program,  and 
armed  with  claaaif lent l or  authority  and  new  managerial 
flexibilities,  first  line-supervisor*  arc  allowed  to  us*  position 
management  techniques  to  reshape  the  organisation  Into  it's  most 
coot  effective  form.  Currently,  an  employe*  la  classified  as  a 
OS-13  If  SOX  of  the  duties  being  performed  are  at  the  OS-13 
level.  In  the  event  of  a  vacancy,  the  supervisor  has  the 
authority  to  redistribute  duties  such  that  higher  level  duties 
are  concentrated  into  a  fewer  number  of  Jobs.  For  instance, 
three  OS-13  Jobs  and  one  OS-12  Job  in  lieu  of  four  OS-13 
positions.  This  action  would  reduce  the  cost  of  the  workforce, 
have  no  negative  effect  on  the  mission,  and  entitle  the 
supervisor  to  .OX  of  the  funding  saved. 

Likewise,  employees  are  encouraged  to  seek  out  the  most  efficient 
method  of  performing  work  in  an  effort  to  share  in  productivity 
generated  savings.  Formal  product! vl ty-galn-ahar lng  plan*  which 
equate  units  of  production  with  payroll  dollars  expendrd  can  L* 
developed  to  inspire  productivity  increases  within  groups  of 
employees.  For  example,  if  a  standard  is  developed  for  voucher 


«xaiiin*:*fc  of  \00  vouehare  por  *M«t  and  tha  ntnr.dard  1 4  oxcoadac 
by  tha  group,  tha  gs*»yj>  t:l  .tint*  t’.ad  *-«»  Incantvvt  pay.  Incentive 
pay  would  bo  calculated  at  10i  of  sh*  ovartlsw  aovad, 

NCR  l*  *  financial  wanagowunt  precaaa  fanned  at  reducing  coat 
through  produc*  Ity  tne^aaaa*  *<ul  off  active  position  inAnngowartt, 


DISCOS.'!  IOV 

Th*  K.Jrtb  Pacific  Division  (CEMFD) ,  Corps  of  Engineers  Vs  In  the 
third  year  of  a  teat  of  MC3.  First-line  supervisors  srs  now, 
■tors  than  «v«r,  aware  of  the  cost  of  operating  the  organisation 
and  *or«  cleanly  ccrutlnlxe  their  expenditures .  Because  of  thla, 
MCI  is  «  success.  However,  It  hss  fallen  short  of  complete  and 
total  success  for  the  reasons  liven  In  the  following  paralraphs. 

First,  a  quick  look  at  the  management  style  of  Army 
crlanisations.  There  are  clear  lines  of  responsibility  and 
authority  (chain  of  command)  ,  work  ir.  organised  and  systematic. 
Program*  are  managed  through  control  from  upper  levels  of  a 
heirarchlai  organ! national  structure.  A  very  cunservatlve 
culture,  not  a  high  risk  atmosphere.  I  contend  this  culture  is 
not  compatible  with  the  main  thruet  of  MCB ;  power  down  authority 
and  reaponelb.Ul  ty  to  the  lowest  lsvel  of  management.  This 
argument  is  supported  by  the  reluctancy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
MACON  (DSACX)  to  approve  the  MCB  test  in  CEflPD.  Also  by  tli  fact 
that  CEtfPP'e  request  for  transfer  authority  of  OAMA  funds,  thin 
programs,  was  rejected  by  OSACE  even  though  that  authority  was 
delegated  to  them  in  fiscal  ysar  1900.  OfiACE  refuses  to 
relinquish  control  of  Corps  Divisions  and  Districts.  A  stabls 
culture  has  a  tendency  to  make  changes  slowly  If  at  all,  and  only 
absolutely  necessary.  And  rightfully  so,  aftsr  all  ths  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  survived  200  years  with  the  current  culture. 

The  bottom  lino  is  that  MCB  is  a  major  change  to  the  Army  culture 
and  to  be  successful  requires  complete  support  from  all  levels  of 
•ai.ageswnt  (1:114),  I  mould  like  to  highlight  thst  'complete 
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support  f row  oil  levels  Ci  management*  is  not  ths  same  as 
‘complete  support  of  tbs  eomtndcr* .  CEJTPD  sntsrsd  ths  MCB 
program  bsesuss  ths  commaind#?  thought  It  a  worthwhile  sndsavor. 
Subsequent,  to  bis  rotation,  the  only  advocate  was  the  Resource 
Managewert  Officer  with  little  support  Iron  higher  commands.  The 
iwren*;  CEKFD  commander  had  stated  that  he  will  not  use 
reorganization  authority,  delegated  to  him  under  MCB,  without 
first  'running  it  by*  the  Commander,  USAGE.  If  one  needs  to  ask 
the  boss  before  exercising  authority,  or.e  really  has  no 
authority. 

A  statement  wade  by  wore  than  one  manager  during  the  MCB  test ^yiz 
*it  will  only  work  in  times  of  a  plentiful  money  supply*.  Also, 
a  hightly  placed  speaker,  during  his  visit  to  FMCS,  stated  that 
implementation  will  be  wore  difficult  during  budget  cutbacks. 

s 

Implied,  is  th*vt  only  upper  management  can  make  the  difficult 
decisions  required  to  downsize  the  organization.  In  my  opinion, 
these  statements  exemplify  the  top  down  approach  to  management 
ingrained  In  the  Army.  It  is  true,  in  a  downsizing  environment, 
top  Mnagement  *»u*t  look  at  the  organization  as  a  whole  to 
identify  the  least  Important  functions.  However,  lower  management 
must  also  be  involved  in  order  to  identify  inefficiencies  and 
streamline  the  remaining  functions.  The  job  can  only  be  done 
properly  if  all  levels  of  managemsnt  are  Involved.  CEMPD  has 
been  in  an  environment  of  decreasing  workload  for  the  past  two 
years ,  and  has  been  unable  to  implement  a  corporate  strategy,  with 
which  to  downsize  the  organization.  Seductions  have  been 
incorporated  by  bologna  slicing  the  entire  organization. 
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If  on*  look*  *1  large  private  corporation*  that  have  undergone 
substantial  cultural  changes ,  auch  aa  the  Chrysler  Corporation, 
on#  «<ill  find  a  cowan  thread.  Complete  aupport  of  management, 
usually  induced  by  pluaweting  profit*  or  near  bankruptcy.  It  la 
■uch  easier  to  institute  a  participative  aianagcment  culture  in  a 
new  buaineaa  than  to  chai.g*  an  ingrained  atyle. 

Another  problem  area  ia  th*  productivity  gain  altering  program. 
Thia,  the  Corpa*  first  attempt  at  an  incentive  pay  ayatem,  ia  not 
popular  with  the  Majority  of  upper  management,  thia  too,  la  a 
major  change.  A  common  complaint  la  *it  reward*  poor  manager*: 
than*  who  have  not  previously  achieved  th*  moat  efficient 
organisation* .  Alao,  aom*  feol  that  aeeking  the  moat  efficient 
organisation  ia  a  task  which  manager*  are  already  being 
compensated  for.  Sost*  fear  that  a  supervisor  may  restructure  '.he 
organisation  at  th*  expense  of  th*  mission  or  employee*.  This, 
although  highly  unlikely,  must  be  cautioned  against. 

If  the  gain-sharing  program  inspire*  the  *poor  manager*  to 
achieve  a  wore  efficient  organisation,  1  say  GREAT.  I  am  a 
taxpayer,  the  customer  of  the  federal  government,  and  I  will  take 
any  coat  saving*  I  can  get.  Is  that  unfair  to  the  “good 
manager*?  Mo,  good  managers  have  always  been  rewarded  through 
the  performance  award  systems. 

It  is  possible  that  a  supervisor  could  restructure  his/her  office 
auch  that  career  progression  would  be  impossible.  I  feel  thia 
would  only  be  a  problem  if  progression  was  impaired  within  the 
installation  as  a  whole.  Career  progression  within  an  office  ia 
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not  ilwtyi  the  Ideal  situation,  as  it  haa  a  tendency  to  reault  in 
employees  with  a  narrow  scope  of  experience.  CEWPD  haa  addressed 
the  issue  of  morale  by  instituting  micro-performance  Indicators. 
Sick  leave  usage,  IEO  complaints,  etc.  are  reviewed  to  ensure  ih* 
morale  of  the  workforce  is  not  destroyed. 

Work  groups  are  entitled  to  awards  if  the  ratio  of  output  to  cost 
of  labor  increases  above  a  standard.  CKXFD  was  unable  to  soli 
the  idea  of  group  gain-sharing  program*.  It  is  wy  belief  that 
the  work  groups  felt  1)  the  Monetary  incentive  (10Z  of  the 
savings)  was  insufficient,  2}  peer  pressure  would  create  a  more 
stressful  environment,  and  3)  Measure went  of  their  productivity 
could  have  a  negative  Inpact,  particularly  If  production  wnn 
curtailed  by  outside  influences. 

An  organisational  behaviorlat  by  the  name  of  Ralph  Kilmann, 
author  of  'Beyond  the  Quick  Fix'  contends  *an  organization  must 
establish  the  proper  conditions  if  the  compensation  system  is 
expected  to  activate  people*.  His  conditions  Include  a  supportive 
culture  (full  managesient  and  worker  support),  a  participative 
management  style,  and  the  proper  organizational  structure  (to 
Include  performance  measurement  system) . 

This  leads  to  the  third  area  of  concern,  performance  measurement. 
This  shouldn't  be  a  problem,  we  have  all  been  measur  ing  our 
subordinates'  performance  for  years.  For  instance,  if  the  Chief, 
Public  Affairs  Office  publishes,  five  newspapers  per  year  he 
exceeds  his  standard  of  four.  But  does  that  measure  productivity 
or  activity?  Will  the  BOQ  at  Ft.  Lewis  be  a  better  building 
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becaua*  of  that  fifth  newspaper?  Ill  order  ta  pay  |»ln-ih»rln| 
aar^i  w*  auat  identify  tha  productivity  incraaa*.  How  doaa  on* 
meaairr*  th*  productivity  of  an  overhead  office?  How  do  you 
■aaeure  the  productivity  of  any  whit*  collar  ewployee? 

Kilmmnn  auggeata  performance  ahould  he  weaaured  by  th*  cu*to»*r. 
In  'fch*  caa*  of  th*  Chi«f,  FAO  that  would  b*  th*  r*ad*ra  of  th* 
n*wapap«r.  How*v«r,  «v«n  if  th*  n*w*pap*r  ia  entertaining  and  it 
r*c*lv*a  high  r«vi«ww,  ia  it  productive?  Th*  anawwr  ia:  only  if 

it  contribute*  to  th*  overall  aiaalon;  d*ai|n,  conatructlon ,  or 

* 

operation  of  project*.  I  augg*at  th*  p*rformanc*  Maiurtwsnt 
ayat*w  wuat  be  two  aided.  .Firat,  it  mu* l  meaaur*  th*  quality  of 
th*  functlona  each  individual  perform*.  But  alao,  and  moat 
importantly,  wuat  relate  th*  individual  functlona  to  th*  overall 
mlaalon*.  Without  th*  aecond  aid*  of  th*  equation,  management 
can  only  gueaa  aa  to  which  function*  ahould  b*  curtailed  in  the 
•v*nt  of  a  budget  cutback. 

Th*  Seattle  Diatrict,  a  aubordinat*  organization  within  CENPD, 
took  an  approach  aimilar  to  what  Kllmann  auggeata.  They  went 
through  a  very  involved  and  tim*  conauming  proc*a*  to  firat 
defin*  each  organisation*  cuatomera,  internal  and  external.  And 
then  attempted  to  defin*  what  each  customer  expected  of  a 
particular  office.  Aa  Xllmann  would  have  predicted,  the 
performance  m*aaur*m*nt  ayatem  failed  aince  th*  other 
requirement* ,  liated  above,  were  not  met  prior  to  Implementation. 
If  you  have  ever  worked  in  th*  Corpa  of  Engineer*  you  would  be 
thoroughly  amuaed  at  th*  thought  of  th*  Chief,  Conatructlon 
Divlalon,  th*  cuatomer,  having  input  to  th*  performance  appraisal 


of  the  Chief,  Engineering  Division.  It  only  ssem*  logical  since 
the  Chief,  Construction  Division  use*  plana  and  specification* 
prepared  by  the  engineering  Division.  However,  the  culture  of 

>  e 

the  Corps  has  created  parochial  stovepipes  which  focus  primarily 
on  their  piece  of  the  wlsalon. 

CEXPD  took  another  approach  to  perforwance  indicators,  the  Basic 
Productivity  Factor  Concept  (IMPROSHARE) .  IMPROSHARE,  the  ratio 
of  man-hours  of  labor  Input  to  man-hours  of  labor  output  as 
compared  to  a  baseline  gives  Insight  to  the  overall  health  of  the 
organization.  It  is  a  relatively  staple  macro- 1 nd l eator ,  The 
beauty  of  this  method  la  that  all  labor  is  captured,  to  include 
the  labor  involved  in  producing  that  fifth  newspaper  (overhead). 
This  index  allows  top  management  to  cowpare  the  amount  of  labor 
required  to  produce  one  unit  of  product,  with  the  amount  required 
in  preceding  years.  However,  since  we  do  not  have  a  bottom  line 
(profit)  it  la  a  poor  Judgement  of  quality.  Also,  this  index  does 
not  fill  the  gap  between  mission  accomplishment  and  individual 
performance  measures.  One  may  identity  when  there  Is  too  much 
Input  relative  to  the  product,  but  can  not  pinpoint  the  function 
to  be  scaled  back.  It  may  very  well  be  Impossible  to  Identify  a 
direct  relationship  between  activity  of  overhead  organization*! 
and  overall  missions. 

A  numbsr  of  PMCS  guest  speakers,  some  of  whom  are  installation 
comsmnders,  have  stated  that  they  no  longer  have  flexibility 
within  their  budgets.  If  the}1,  have  no  flexibility,  you  can 
imagine  how  a  first-line  supervisor  feel*.  CENPD  has  delegatsd 
operating  budget  authority,  along  *ith  classlf lcation  authority. 
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to  92  managers,  moat  of  which  only  have  a  handful  of  employees. 
Fifty-two  separate  p?ta  of  laonoy  not  only  requires  additional 
administrative  offort  but  ha  a  a  tendency  to  Halt. the  flexibility 
of  all  involved.  Ideally,  the  varloua  levels  of  a*nagement  work 
together  for  a  common  goal,  however,  in  aoae  caaea  each  work 
center  acta  aa  ita  own  entity.  In  FT89  a  division  chief  exceeded 
hia  operating  budget  authority  by  <20,000.  Hie  opinion  la  that 
hia  operating  budget  doea  not  fully  reflect  hia  fiduciary 
performance,  aince  it  doea  not  include  budgeta  of  hia  aubordlnate 
auperviaora.  h„  iid  not  pull  hia  aubordlnatea  aside  and  agree  on 
a  redlatrlbution  of  budget  authority,  rather  he  aiaply  exceeded 
hia  budget  and  expected  the  Beaource  Manager  to  acquire  the 
additional  funda  needed. 


Thla  pointa  out  what  I  feel  w*a  an  error  during  Implementation  of 
MCB.  Operating  budget  performance  la  not  a  critical  Job  element 
of  managers'  performance  standards.  If  one  spends  leas  than 
their  budget  authority  an  award  may  be  warranted,  but  if  one 
exceeds  their  authority  nothing  happens.  There  should  be  a 
double  edged  aword. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Ths  Army's  top  down  approach  to  aana(«Mnt  1*  In  conflict  with 
the  baaic  fundamental  of  MCB,  power  down  authority  and 
responsibility  to  firat-lina  manager*.  Implementation  of  MCB  ha* 
boon  hawporod  by  both  upper  management  at  the  installation  and 
the  MACOM  level  program  director*.  Complete  ouceeaa  of  MC3 
require*  total  support  of  all  level*  of  Management  and  the 
workforce . 


* 


MCB  1*  'not  Inherently  a  productivity  program*  (4:D)  The  wain 
thruat  of  MCB  1*  to  motivate  first-line  supervisors,  through 
Monetary  incentive*,  to  drive  the  co*/So f  the  workforce  down. 


The  group  gain-sharing  aspect 


iy* 


beyond  the  auope  of  MCB,  and 


literally  almoat  impossible  to  £6,  particularly  in  a  white  collar 

y' 


environment. 


The  gain-sharing  {i;%!fram  for  supervisor*  has  been  marginally 
successful  In  CElfPD.  A  few  supervisors  have  used  position 
managcaient  tools  to  restructure  their  organization*  which 
resulted  in  cost  savings.  Whether  or  not  the  Monetary  incentives 
Motivated  these  actions  is  unclear.  However,  considering  the 
numbers  for  a  Moment,  a  typical  supervisor  in  CENPD  has  0 
employees,  average  grade  of  OS-13.  If,  in  the  event  of  a 
vacancy,  a  supervisor  could  redistribute  duties  resulting  in 
reclassification  of  a  OS-13  position  to  a  OS-12,  approximately 
*6, 000/year  would  be  saved.  Thu  supervisor  would  be  entitled  to 
10X  of  the  savings,  or  *600.  I  contend  that  *800  Is  not  a 
significant  snough  amount  of  money  to  motivate  a  GM-14 
(SS3 ,000/year)  manager.  I  suggest  the  savings  generstsd  at  CElfPD 


would  have  taken  pltc*  In  the  tbi*nc«  of  MCB,  and  there  «*i 
little  pro. .jtive  nation  token  on  n  reeult  of  monetary  Incentive*. 


Many  first-line  aupervieora  have  little  flexibility  In  their 
budget*  due  to  the  email  else.  X  don't  feel  thle  la  a  problem 
with  MCB,  but  rathor  another  concern  with  the  current  management 
ayatem.  Manager*  have  insufficient  flexibility  to  combine  small 
offices  due  to  MACOM  regulations. 


XKCOMOttfOATIOHS 

Kteomnd  CPU?  and  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  iho  Army, 


Financial  Management  obtain  support  of  MACOM  commanders,  and 
their  ataffa.  Thar*  la  no  better  time  to  implement  MCB. 
Confrontad  with  Major  staff  reductions,  leaders  ahould  ba  aor« 
receptive  to  change  fro*  a  top  down  atyla  of  management.  Total 
Quality  Management  (TQM)  «nd  MCB  ara  tools  which  can  ba  uaad  to 
anaura  tha  retaining  organisation  la  efficient,  Suggest  they  b* 
awphaaixad  as  aush. 


Also,  recommend  group  productivity  gain-sharing  ba  eliminated 
from  MCB  a  to  Include  the ‘requirement  of  productivity  Indicators. 
Employees  rhould  share  In  savings  generated  by  restructuring  the 
organisation.  In  tha  example  above,  those  employees  receiving 
additional  high-grade  duties  ahould  share  in  tha  supervisor's 
award.  However,  if  10Y  of  savings  la  inaufficient  to  Motivate 
supervisors  it  baccMaa  lass  attractive  when  divided  among  a 
group.  Becommend  the  Monetary  incentive  be  changed  to  fifty 
percent  of  aavinga. 


Recommend  DA  and  MACOMs  rewrite  regulations  which  define  the 
organisation  structure  for  subordinate  ennmands.  Only  a  basic 
framework  should  be  defined  and  imaginative  concepts  within  the 
framework  should  be  encouraged. 
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